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Abstract  
In an economic environment characterized by competitive intensity and uncertainty, many 
companies are turning to inter-organizational cooperation to acquire key resources and 
capabilities, and to share risk. Increasingly, some of these collaborations are undertaken with 
competitors (and labelled coopetition). Coopetition therefore is emerging as an attractive 
strategy to achieve economies of scale, obtain complementary resources, advance knowledge, 
and reduce distribution risks. However, coopetition can also be characterized by opportunistic 
behaviors and lack of trust between partners, which can hinder any positive effects that 
coopetition may have on organizational performance. The current study explores the 
decision-making process employed when establishing coopetition, while addressing the 
potential impact on both risks mitigation, and long term strategy. Our findings reveal two 
approaches to coopetition planning, namely formal and personal. Each approach bears a 
different impact on risks and future strategy.    
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Introduction 
In an economic environment characterized by competitive intensity and uncertainty, many 
companies are turning to inter-organizational cooperation to acquire key resources and 
capabilities, and to share risk (Bouncken and Fredrich, 2012; Renna and Argoneto, 2012; 
Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2013). Among the different types of organizational 
partnerships, coopetition strategy (simultaneous competition and cooperation, see Raza-Ullah 
et al., 2014) is emerging as a meaningful way of achieving this aim. Consequently, there is 
increasing evidence of coopetition in businesses today, in varied industries (Ritala, 2012), and 
across company types (Dahl, 2014; Gnyawali and Park, 2009; Levy et al., 2003; Morris et al., 
2007). Previous research shows that firms cooperate with competitors to achieve economies 
of scale (Miotti and Sachwald, 2003), obtain complementary resources (Ancarani and 
Costabile, 2010), advance their knowledge (Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2013), and 
reduce distribution risks (Meyer, 1998).  
Evidence also exists that while coopetition can bring about the above benefits, it also 
encompasses higher levels of uncertainty (Park and Russo, 1996). Its main uncertainty is 
associated with its relationship with performance, which is often conditional on the 
environment (Ritala, 2012). For example, previous findings show that coopetition is the least 
effective way of developing highly novel products due to opportunistic behaviors and lack of 
trust between partners (Nieto and Santamaria, 2007). Hence, coopetition can be beneficial, 
but its performance consequences are not straightforward (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000; 
Gnyawali and Park, 2009). The lack of clarity in how coopetition can affect organizational 
performance may be due to our still limited understanding of the mechanisms by which 
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coopetition is established and managed. These mechanisms are needed to mitigate the risks 
associated with coopetition, and are inevitably essential to harnessing coopetition effects on 
performance.  
Previous studies have addressed managerial aspects as antecedents to such mechanisms, 
exploring their impact on coopetition while mainly focusing on separation and integration in 
managing the coopetition alliances (Fernandez et al., 2014; Le Roy and Fernandez, 2015). Yet, 
a more constructed understanding of the different aspects associated with planning and 
managing coopetition is lacking. Therefore, this study’s aims are twofold. First, we explore 
the decision-making process which stands at the core of coopetition planning. Second, we 
aim to elaborate on how this process relates to risk management, as well as to coopetition 
outcomes as perceived by the collaborating firms. 
In the following section, key research areas of coopetition literature including definition, 
performance outcomes, relationship characteristics, and management of existing coopetition 
are reviewed. We then outline the methodology employed in conducting three separate 
qualitative studies, and follow this by presenting the overall findings. We conclude with a 
discussion of the theoretical and managerial implications, limitations, and an agenda for 
future research.  
 
Literature review 
Definition and characteristics of coopetition 
Bengtsson and Kock (2000) define coopetition as a situation where competitors 
simultaneously cooperate and compete with each other. More specifically, it is said that 
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competing firms cooperate with each other in order to create value and generate a larger 
business pie, and then compete for the newly created value and divide the pie up 
(Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1996).   
Even though coopetition can be a lucrative strategy for companies to solve resources and 
capabilities constraints and gain competitive advantages, the participating firms also face 
more tensions and conflicts than cooperating with non-competing organizations (Das and 
Teng, 2003; Tidström, 2014). Not only can coopetition lead to internal conflicts (Dowling et 
al., 1996; Zineldin, 2004), but also a loss of control (Akdoğan and Cingšz, 2012), flexibility 
and freedom (Baumard, 2009), due to the interdependence among partners. It is sometimes 
even described as a ‘dangerous situation’ (Pellegrin-Boucher et al. 2013, p. 74), because it 
entails conflicts from different levels due to the conflictual and paradoxical nature of the 
relationship. Conflicts mainly stem from the competitive elements of the relationship, which 
means companies need to not only create value together to benefit the collaboration, but also 
have to appropriate resources or capabilities to enhance their own competitiveness for 
themselves (Hamel et al., 1989; Yami et al., 2010). Firstly, Bouncken and Kraus (2013) 
suggest that trust and relationships among participating firms can diminish and change 
rapidly, and lack of trust could be detrimental to the cooperative relationship and negatively 
influence coopetition outcomes. Secondly, successful coopetitive relationships are based on 
mutual knowledge sharing (De Rond and Bouchikhi, 2004), whereas partners face the 
dilemma of sharing knowledge with competitors and protecting their own valuable 
knowledge. Sometimes, the coopetitive relationship becomes a ‘learning race’ and each 
player tries to hold back their own knowledge, while opportunistically achieving their own 
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objectives (Park and Russo, 1996). This also creates a vicious circle and harms the 
relationship. Thirdly, allowing competitors to have access to unique resources and capabilities 
may decrease the focal firm’s competitiveness as a result (Bouncken and Kraus, 2013). 
Because most coopetitive relationships are short-term and project-based, competitors may 
absorb and make use of their partners’ valuable knowledge or other intangible assets for own 
use when the relationship ends, which may reduce the uniqueness of their partners’ resources 
and capabilities in the long term. Last but not least, power imbalance occurs when the smaller 
firm is highly dependent on a dominating partner (Osarenkhoe, 2010). The small firm may 
need to sacrifice its full access to product data and core competences in order to obtain the 
resources from the dominating partner. The coopetitive relationship can then become weak 
and the bigger firm may eventually abandon the small company. 
 
Outcomes of coopetition 
According to the resource-based view, companies’ competitive advantages can be developed 
from heterogeneous internal resources (Barney, 1991; Peteraf, 1993). When a company has 
unique resources and capabilities, it is more lucrative to adopt aggressive competition so as to 
remain competitive and increase market share. However, when companies in general (and 
SMEs in particular) do not possess the resources and capabilities needed, they can seek to 
acquire resources or capabilities from other organizations (Lambe and Spekman, 1997). 
Competing firms tend to possess relevant resources and capabilities to each other, serving 
similar customers, sharing similar goals, and facing similar pressures. Collaboration between 
competing firms can then become viable as a means to acquire new resources and capabilities 
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(Quintana-García and Benavides-Velasco, 2004; Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009). 
Therefore, in order to overcome resource constraints, collaborating with competitors is 
sometimes a suitable strategy. Coopetition gives firms timely access to knowledge and 
resources that are otherwise unavailable (Powell et al., 1996), and creates new capabilities 
(Quintana-Garcia and Benavides-Velasco, 2004). The purpose of coopetition is to achieve 
mutual benefits, by realizing the complementary use of the advantageous elements of 
participating organizations.  
The primary logic of using coopetition strategy is to combine collective efforts among 
competitors, which create value together first and then individually capture and divide it.  
Brandenburger and Nalebuff (1996) metaphorize this as growing ‘the size of the pie’, so that 
each player can have a bigger slice. Coopetition can not only increase the current market size, 
but also create a new market together (Ritala et al., 2014). Competitors’ complementary 
resources and capabilities can jointly expand current market or explore new market much 
faster than an individual firm on its own. Most coopetition studies argue that coopetition is 
more likely to take place in input activities far away from the customers in the value chain, 
such as logistics, production, and R&D, while companies tend to compete in activities close 
to the customers (Bengtsson and Kock, 2000; Tether, 2002; Luo, 2007). Cooperating with 
competitors on R&D and new product development helps to share costs, achieve economies 
of scale (Miotti and Sachwald, 2003), gain access to scarce resources (Ancarani and 
Costabile, 2010), and distribute investment risks (Meyer, 1998). Last but not least, forming 
cooperative alliances with certain competitors can help the focal firm to gain competitive 
advantages over the competitors who are not involved (Bouncken & Kraus, 2013). 
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Coopetition enables firms to gain access to competitors’ know-how, skills, and 
complementary resources that are otherwise unavailable (Quintana-García and 
BenavidesVelasco, 2004).  
 
Managing coopetition 
As explained above, coopetition can be a ‘‘double-edged sword’’ (Bouncken and Fredrich, 
2012, p. 2060). On the one hand, it can help to increase a company’s competitiveness, 
innovativeness, and performance, while on the other it is characterized with increased 
tensions and inter-firm risks. Therefore, it needs to be carefully managed so that the benefits 
can be maximized. Two contradictory approaches to managing tensions are frequently 
debated in the literature. The separation approach recommends the management of 
cooperative and competitive forces separately (Dowling et al., 1996; Bengtsson and Kock, 
2000), while the integration approach debates that the paradoxical forces need to be internally 
accepted and integrated (Das and Teng, 2000; Oshri and Weber, 2006). A more recent study 
by Le Roy and Fernandez (2015) argues that different approaches need to be adopted at 
different levels of management. More specifically, they advise firms to adopt separation 
principles at the organizational level, and integration principle at the individual level. They 
also discovered a third principle comprises of both aspects which rests in the middle of the 
separation-integration continuum, co-management. According to them this principle should 
be implemented at the working group level. 
With regards to managing inter-organizational risks in coopetitive relationships, the 
literature tends to focus on existing coopetitive relationships, rather than mitigating risks of 
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future or pending relationships. For example, coopetition risk mitigation is advocated via 
coopetition strategy management (Chin et al., 2008), which includes management leadership, 
long-term commitment, organization learning, development of trust, knowledge and risk 
sharing, information system support, and conflict management system. In addition to 
literature on mitigating risk, there is evidence of key success factors in coopetition. For 
example, in their study of Sony and Samsung, Gnyawali and Park (2011) propose that 
management’s coopetition mind-sets, coopetition experience, complementary resources and 
capabilities, and balancing between knowledge sharing and uniqueness protection by means 
of formal cross-licensing, are all key to successful coopetitive relationships. In this context, 
companies may also need to develop abilities to differentiate and protect their own innovation 
against imitation in coopetitive relationships (Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009). 
As can be seen from the above, the extant literature on managing coopetition to mitigate 
risks, however, has largely focused on coopetition management after the relationship has 
already begun. The process of planning for coopetition before coopetition begins, has tended 
to be overlooked. However, for any strategy to be successfully implemented, a systematic 
planning process is usually indispensable. A number of questions therefore arise. What are 
the key stages of coopetition planning? Are there any other success factors that companies 
need to be aware of when involving in coopetition? Our research aims to provide insights into 
these questions. 
 
Methodology  
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Israel was chosen as the setting for the study as it has become a hub for coopetition activities 
(Tirosh, 2014). In line with our research goal, we aimed at illustrating the decision-making 
process which occurs before coopetition agreements are put in place, and how this can mitigate 
risks and impact long term operations and performance. “How” questions, concerned with 
identifying underlying mechanisms that explain phenomena, can best be researched via 
qualitative inquiry (Anteby et al., 2014). Furthermore, due to the complex nature of our goal, 
identifying patterns of relationships between constructs, multiple cases are typically more 
powerful than single studies, as they allow for a greater level of abstraction and triangulation, 
and enhance potential generalizability (Eisenhardt, 2014). Therefore, we employed three 
qualitative studies (Edmondson and McNanus, 2007). Since our research question was 
process-oriented, we used semi-structured interviews as the bases for all three studies. All 
interviews were transcribed and coded to allow content analysis.  
Study 1 – we performed 12 in-depth interviews with “knowledgeable agents” (see Gioia, 
2014). Specifically, respondents were chief executive officers or managing directors of 
eligible Israeli firms (i.e., organizations engaged in coopetition). Firms were selected to 
ensure maximum variation (in terms of size, age, and industry), as required when the 
objective is to identify common patters (Kuzel, 1992). In these interviews we aimed to 
identify commonalities and draw out general themes regarding the coopetition process, 
antecedents and outcomes (Silverman, 2005). Interviews were recorded and transcribed to 
identify narratives (Silverman, 2005) by which respondents describe their experience (reality) 
of collaborating with competitors. Data were analyzed in the sociological tradition using 
classic content analysis (Ryan and Bernard, 2000), in the form of Miles and Huberman’s 
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(1984) method for data coding and matrix/network displays. 1st-order and 2nd-order analysis 
was performed so that informant-centric terms were represented in 1st-order within-case 
displays, and common themes and relationships depicted in 2nd-order cross-case displays 
using researcher-centric terminology. Finally, the conceptual framework and propositions 
were developed by combining the cross-case 2nd-order displays with existing literature. 
Study 2 – we performed case studies of two separate Israeli firms – The first firm 
operates in the high-tech industry, and the second, in the desalination industry. Both firms 
engage in performing strategic alliances and coopetition agreements for other firms on a daily 
base, hence are very suitable as case studies. Moreover, such a method is most appropriate 
when much can be learned from individual cases (Stake, 2000).  
The case studies were based on in-depth interviews involving a total of 35 hours of 
interviews, with 4 chief executive officers, two of each firm. The interviews were transcribed 
and analyzed for mutual themes based on Miles and Huberman’s (1984) within case analysis 
aimed at identifying main issues of conduct, followed by a cross-case analysis aimed at 
capturing the process of creating coopetition agreement. Through the case studies, we aimed 
to triangulate study 1’s outcomes while creating a deeper knowledge of specific issues 
highlighted in the interviews (i.e., the mitigation of risk at the pre-coopetition stage as well as 
the process accompanying the strategic choice of coopetition).  
Study 3 – we performed a case study analysis based on four firms all collaborating under 
one coopetition agreement (cluster). The data was collected through in-depth interviews with 
the relevant manager in charge of the coopetition operations, in each of the firms. The 
interviews lasted around 2 hours each and took place in the manager’s office. Here too we 
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performed a within case, and cross case analysis aimed at identifying mutual patterns 
associated with the perceptions and behaviors of the managers in charge of the operation. We 
also triangulated the outcomes of the cluster analysis with the outcomes of the two previous 
studies in an endeavor to establish a clearer approach to coopetition and how such approach 
mitigates risks, determines boundaries, and drives performance. The findings from this study 
are represented by a letter since all four firms are operating in the same industry, and due to 
privacy issues. 
 
Findings 
Based on the analyses of the three studies performed, we identified two distinct approaches to 
coopetition planning – formal (see Figure 1), and personal (informal) (see Figure 2). The 
findings presented here focus on the different approaches to coopetition planning, comparing 
between formal and personal-based planning, and analyzing the three main areas of the 
nomological net, namely the coopetition planning process, the influence of the planning 
process on coopetition risks, and coopetition outcomes. In what follows, we present specific 
findings. 
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Figure 1 – Coopetition model – Formal approach 
Preliminary conditions:
Companies of different size 
and country of origin
(psychic distance)
Existing market faliure
Coopetition strategy 
(characteristics):
Specific/short time 
period
Specific project/function
Raising market barriers
Provides competitive 
advantage / better 
solutions
Coopetition Planning:
Technological match/real 
needs
Building trust
Business linkage/
commitment
Coordinating expectations
Risks outcomes:
Information exposure 
knowledge dissemination
Codependency
Raising a competitor  
Risks causes:
Lack of trust
Cultural gaps
lack of partner compatibility
Lack of sincerity 
Financial differences 
Acquisitions / Joint Venture
 
 
Figure 2 – Coopetition model – Personal approach 
Antecedents:
Previous personal 
acquaintance
 Kibbutz DNA 
Cultural similarities
Trust
Respect
Commitment
Preliminary conditions:
Unfulfilled needs
Overcoming lack of 
resources
Utilizing existing asset 
Coopetition Strategy 
(characteristics):
Long term
Wide scale of functions
Enhanced performance
Raising market barriers
Coopetition Planning:
Verifying mutual interest – 
value for both sides
Management involvement
Establishing a connection 
on every level involved
Deciding on a mutual road 
map
Potential risks:
Failure to fulfil expectations
Information exposure
Losing market share / revenues
Losing core business focus 
Codependency  
 
 
Formal coopetition planning 
The main issue addressed in these studies pertains to coopetition planning. According to the 
interviewees a systematic coopetition planning process has two main stages: competitors 
screening, and establishing the coopetition relationship. 
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With regards to competitors screening, the process adopts a customer-oriented perspective, 
that is identifying from the customer end the current solutions’ weaknesses, and then looking 
for competitors to collaborate with in order to provide a more advanced solution. This serves 
as a preliminary stage to competitors’ screening. 
“Always looking at both the customer (needs), and the competitors (solutions). Learning 
who is giving the best solution and identifying their weaknesses. Trying to offer a 
solution to enhance their product.” (Desalination firm). 
 
As for the screening itself, the formal approach advocates for a well-planned and 
comprehensive process aimed at identifying the best competitor(s) to collaborate with: 
“Profiling the ideal partner; identifying the aspects that can serve as bases for 
collaboration; spotting the potential partner’s reasons for entering such collaboration. 
Proceed screening companies based on these factors and move to a process we call 
engagement.” (High tech firm). 
 
“The process begins by creating a list of potential collaborators. Each needs to possess 
the necessary knowledge / resources we lack. We then narrow this list until we end with 
one most suitable firm” (Electronics firm). 
 
“Analyzing the existing competitors against the opportunity. After identifying all the 
advantages and disadvantages of each competitor I choose to collaborate with a 
competitor based on criteria such as number of previous winnings, reducing costs, and 
synergetic assets.” (Defense firm). 
 
As for relationship establishment, it incorporates building relationship infrastructure, and 
agreeing on a mutual expectations base. 
“…Building trust; Working with decision makers to establish the level of commitment 
needed; Coordinating expectations.” (High tech firm). 
 
Formal coopetition planning mitigates risks 
When asked about how the process relates to the risks associated with coopetition a few of 
our interviewees claimed that by performing preliminary screening and relationship 
establishment, firms are able to mitigate those risks. 
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“Identifying real needs on both sides; A two-way trust; Personal commitment – there 
need to be champions leading it from both sides.”  (Desalination firm) 
 
Formal coopetition planning outcomes 
The outcomes of coopetition can be categorized as either internal or external. Internal 
outcomes are measured through performance and future strategy.  
“Although such agreements are formed for a specific time period, they can impact the 
size of the firms engaged in them and thus shift the power in the industry in their favor.” 
(Electronics firm). 
 
“Coopetition is usually a relatively short-term agreement. If it works, well then it leads to  
M&A. It must be backed by specific goals that can be measured. It will always be 
defined by either a specific timeframe or by a specific developing process.” (High tech 
firm). 
 
“Short term – coopetition, Long term – joint venture.” (Electronics firm). 
 
External outcomes are defined through market changes and barriers to entry. 
 
“Coopetition creates a turbulence in the market because it gives the cooperators an 
advantage on the rest of the competitors and offers a better solution to the customers.  
Overall, such agreements improve the market because it pushes forward everyone.” 
(Desalination firm). 
 
Personal coopetition planning 
The second approach to coopetition, namely personal (informal) is distinguished from the 
formal type mainly by two issues – the factors incorporated into the planning process, and the 
prerequisites enabling the establishment of the personal approach.  
While the planning process is similar under the two approaches in stating the importance 
of mutual needs and the involvement of management, the cluster members referred to 
additional crucial factor being the time scope for the coopetition. This factor is based on 
building connections at each managerial level, and agreeing on a mutual road map.   
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“That means a connection between each level of the two companies - if its experts, 
managerial or field. Also, the level of the manager in charge. It has to be at the highest 
levels. Last, the importance of a road map.” (Firm D). 
 
Antecedents to personal coopetition planning 
When discussing personal coopetition planning, interviewees raised antecedents (which they 
did not do when discussing formal coopetition planning). They stated three prerequisites to 
establishing a stable coopetition relationship namely trust, respect and commitment. These 
three are stimulated by the existence of previous personal connections and also by cultural 
similarities which include the fact that all four cluster members are or were at the beginning a 
part of a cooperative (Kibbutz). Out of the three, trust appeared in previous studies and seems 
to be a cornerstone of coopetition and an important condition for mitigating opportunistic 
behavior, as well as reduces the tendency to view informality as a negative aspect of 
coopetition. 
“Business happen between people and so the personal connection is very central to the 
collaboration.” (Firm Y). 
 
“You have to make sure that all parties are satisfied. Friendship never hearts, that is 
personal ties. Integrity, (and) trust.” (Firm A).  
 
“The "Kibbutz's (cooperative) DNA" is crucial. Also both companies being Israeli 
maintain a certain level of suspect.” (Firm D). 
 
Personal coopetition planning and risk mitigation 
While coopetition is considered to be a successful strategy in many cases, firms acknowledge 
the risks associated with it. While no specific question was directed at the mechanism for risk 
mitigation, some interviewees referred to it, supporting the personal approach’s advantage in 
reducing risks. 
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“When there is a similar DNA (similar way of thinking, coming from the same background) 
there is a smoother transition into working together. Cultural aspects bear significant 
impact; cultural similarity can be critical to maintaining a successful collaboration.” (Firm 
N) 
 
Personal coopetition planning outcomes  
The differences between the formal and the personal approaches to coopetition are reflected 
also in the outcome of the strategy. While under the formal approach interviewees claimed 
that coopetition is narrow in scope and in the long run will lead to acquisitions or joint 
ventures, under the personal approach they stated that the agreement serves as a bases for 
development into other fields, and also the timeframe is indefinite. Indeed some said they 
hope it will last for many years. 
“Only long term. Although the agreement specifies an ending date, we will keep 
collaborating for as long as both sides want to.” (Firm N). 
 
“The current collaboration was about marketing and today we have long term agreements 
in R&D which might lead to several others (fields).” (Firm A). 
 
 
Discussion 
The current study aimed to explore the planning process involved in establishing coopetition 
agreements. By better understanding this process, we can enhance our knowledge on the 
disputable point of whether or not coopetition is good for firms, and under which conditions 
it may enhance/harm performance. While previous research addressed managerial aspects of 
coopetition, it mainly focused on the integration and separation aspects of it, therefore 
concentrating on the “day after” management. Our study aimed to address the 
decision-making process leading to the establishment of coopetition in order to recognize 
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how, through better planning, firms can mitigate risks. We discovered two approaches to 
coopetition arrangements – formal and personal. According to the formal approach, 
coopetition establishment is motivated by more technical and external triggers, such as 
market barriers and market failure and is based on written agreements. This approach 
corresponds with previous findings, that focused on the aftermath of coopetition (Bouncken 
and Kraus, 2013; Fernandez et al. 2014; Le Roy and Fernandez, 2012; Luo et al. 2006). Yet, 
coopetition can also be driven and motivated by personal relationships and mutual goals. 
Such informal agreements are characterized by simple personal contacts between company 
representatives which serve to enhance their stability.  
 The main difference between the formal and the personal approaches lays in the 
antecedents to the coopetition planning approach. While the establishment of coopetition 
agreement based on the formal approach is driven by external conditions such as market 
failure, the personal approach is more internal and rests on the utilization of existing 
resources bridged by personal connections. The antecedents stated by the interviewees, 
personal acquaintance and cultural similarities facilitate trust, respect, and commitment. 
These three elements were previously linked to inter-organization relationships, enhancing 
interaction and improving information transfer (Friman et al. 2002). Indeed, existing 
coopetition literature refers to them as crucial ingredients of agreement stability (Akdogan et 
al. 2015; Chin et al. 2008; Ganesan et al. 2010; Luo, 2007). Trust, commitment and respect 
refer to the extent to which cooperating firms have mutually held confidence towards each 
other and their willingness to sacrifice short-term benefits for long-term gains. They serve as 
critical success factors for long-term relationships and collaborations (Chin et al. 2008). 
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Therefore, building trust, commitment and respect among partners is essential (Bouncken and 
Kraus, 2013), as partners are more motivated to share knowledge, contribute more, 
communicate with each other, and use the information acquired from competitors in a 
coopetitive environment with high level of trust (Tidström, 2014). 
Management commitment is also manifested through the creation of a “Champion” that 
is a person dedicated to managing the coopetition. It also drives the allocation of time and 
resources needed for the operation to succeed. 
 Since under the personal approach trust, commitment, and respect exist primary to the 
establishment of the planning process, they also serve to mitigate risks previously associated 
with coopetition by providing stability and constant reassurance (Perry et al. 2004). As such, 
the personal acquaintance raises the barriers for opportunistic behavior which might occur 
otherwise. 
 The second meaningful contribution of the study is with regard to the scope and 
timeframe of the agreement. Under the formal approach interviewees reported that the 
agreement tends to focus on a specific function and if viewed as having a positive long 
lasting impact it will probably lead to acquisitions or joint ventures, placing coopetition as a 
short-term strategy. Yet, the personal approach interviewees reported that the agreement, 
while focuses on a specific function, once proved positive tends to spread from it to other 
functions/fields. They also claimed that coopetition can serve for the long run as long as it 
remains stable and provides benefits for all collaborators. 
 
Conclusion 
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The current study aims to address a previously neglected aspect of coopetition strategy – the 
planning process pre-coopetition implementation, while addressing its role in mitigating risks 
as well as its strategic outcomes. Based on three qualitative studies we revealed two 
approaches to competition – formal and personal. While the first adheres to previous findings 
regarding coopetition strategy, the latter is achieved through the existence of three 
preliminary conditions. Once achieved these conditions provide an added value for the 
collaborating firms in the form of stability. This enables the firms to plan ahead based on the 
existing agreement. 
 Future research should look to establishing the strength of the identified relationships, 
possibly via the implementation of a survey of firms which are engaged in coopetitive 
partnerships. 
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